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Introduction
The internationalisation of corporate R&D activities enables firms to better serve customers abroad with customised products. R&D activities in customers' countries allow firms to react more quickly to local demands and supply customers in the host country as an authentic 'local' firm (Porter, 1980) . Firms with international R&D centres further benefit from internalising foreign talents and expertise into their knowledge base. Many firms have realised the potential of international R&D activities and contributed to the persistent trend to internationalise their innovation strategies (UNCTAD, 2005) . This trend is also spurred by emerging economies that have large numbers of university graduates and a growing importance in firms' market portfolios and therefore appear increasingly as desired corporate innovation locations (Rammer and Schmiele, 2008) . The internationalisation of corporate R&D activities is often associated with a looser control over technological knowledge and other core competences. Foreign business environments can be very different culturally and legally in comparison to the home country and challenge the operations of international firms.
Especially for firms that carry out R&D activities abroad, the weakness of the intellectual property (IP) protection system can hamper their innovative efforts. The intellectual property right (IPR) standards often do not follow the economic development of some emerging states such as China. Firms have to balance the attractiveness of a greater market size with customized innovative products against the risk of knowledge loss from their innovative efforts.
To evaluate this risk, this paper analyses whether firms with innovation activities abroad face a higher risk to experience IP infringements from abroad than firms that have R&D and innovation activities solely in their home country.
The main contribution of this paper is to distinguish between different types of innovation activities abroad (R&D, conception/design of new products, manufacturing of new products, implementation of new processes) and different types of IP infringements (infringement of inventions, product piracy, usage of firm name and designs). In addition, we are able to identify whether the IP infringement by competitors from abroad stems from a firm's innovation host country or from another country abroad. The distinction between host country and non-host country IP infringement can explain whether localized innovation activities, signalling effects or export intensity foster IP infringements.
Prior to the empirical analysis, an explorative study on firms with R&D and business activities abroad was carried out. In interviews, the organisations that hold patents and trademarks told about their experience with IP infringements from abroad. This so-called triangulation approach, the combination of different data sets and research methods, allows gaining a wider and deeper understanding of the topic (Jick, 1979) . The qualitative study can lead to conclusions which the empirical analysis would not reveal (Jick, 1979) and can make important contributions to the empirical study.
The outline of this paper is as follows: Section 2 will introduce previous work and related theoretical approaches in this field of research. In section 3, we present results of the explorative study and frame the research questions accordingly. Subsequently, an empirical study which is based on a large sample of firms from Germany investigates in section 5 whether the findings from the explorative study hold for a sample of about 900 innovative firms from Germany of which approximately 500 firms had international innovation activities. Section 6 provides the empirical results and section 7 provides the conclusions and implications of this research work.
Theoretical Framework
Firms that are investing into R&D seek to appropriate the returns of their efforts. Depending on the nature of the innovation outcome, firms have different possibilities to protect their IP.
Technological inventions can be legally protected by applying for a patent grant. Nontechnical IP can be protected with industrial designs or trademarks. Each type of IPR requires an application at the public authority which can grant an IPR for the territory it is responsible for. The enforcement of IPR is only possible if they are granted for the region in which the infringement case took place. The following paragraphs will introduce theoretical concepts which explain the occurrence of IP infringements from abroad.
Liabilities of Foreignness
The internationalisation of business activities such as R&D and other innovation related activities are faced with additional complexity in the business unit abroad. The complexity arises from unfamiliar business environments (Hymer, 1976) , which are created by cultural, political and economic differences between home and host country. All costs that are associated with the newness of the foreign firm in the foreign business environment are summarised as the liabilities of foreignness (Zaheer, 1995) . The liabilities of foreignness stem from unexpected situations that lead them to false decisions and hence expose the firm to extraordinary risks (Lord and Ranft, 2000) . Social and cultural laws are not codified and therefore especially ambiguous to foreigners and offer great potential to cause liabilities of foreignness (Jensen and Szulanski, 2004) . As for international R&D centres, liabilities of foreignness can be too much trust in formal contracts or local R&D partners, the disrespect of the foreign culture and business etiquette which can result in the loss of authority and resignations of important employees. In certain countries, contracts are rather based on personal relationships and the respect of intellectual properties and their legal enforcement is not that embedded (Yang, 2005) . The costs from firms' foreignness also comprise the loss of IP to competitors abroad when they have not taken appropriate measures to protect them.
Firms have to undertake efforts to learn and employ strategies of the local legal system to work efficiently against counterfeiting.
Signalling Effects of International R&D
Previous studies have found empirical evidence that firms that innovate both in their home country and abroad are more successful in generating innovative products and achieve higher sales growth due to these new products compared to firms that innovate only domestically (Peters and Schmiele, 2010a; 2010b) . This suggests that firms with international R&D units are highly competitive and more successful market actors. From this point of view, it can be assumed that firms are not so much at risk to experience IP infringements because of their international innovation activities abroad itself but from the success the firm gains from these activities.
International R&D Spillovers
Firms that carry out R&D activities are very likely to generate knowledge spillovers to third parties (Jaffe, 1986 , Acs et al., 1992 , 1994 which benefit and exploit these assets.
International spillovers from innovation activities can occur because of the imperfect appropriability of innovations (Macdissi and Negassi, 2002) . International knowledge spillovers can take place via different channels such as trade, foreign direct investment (FDI) or cooperations. FDI seems to play a particular role (Hejazi and Safarian, 1999) . Knowledge spillovers from internal R&D activities abroad can be transmitted by reverse engineering, labour market mobility (Görg and Strobl, 2001; Maliranta et al., 2009) , user-supplier relations (Javorcik, 2004; Markusen and Venables, 1999) or technology transfer (Macdissi and Negassi, 2002) . The geographical proximity increases the chances of knowledge flows between producers and receivers of spillovers (Marshall, 1920; Jaffe et al., 1993; Branstetter, 2001; Audretsch and Feldman, 1996) .
An important aspect for the translation of R&D spillovers into a benefit for the receiving firms is that the receiving entity is able to productively use the information. The receiver requires absorptive capabilities (Cohen and Levinthal, 1989) in terms of pre-existing knowledge in the relevant technology field in order to be able to use the incoming spillovers.
If a country or firm does not possess the necessary extent of absorptive capabilities, the knowledge spillovers cannot be fully utilised. For developing countries, the lower level of education can be a barrier to transferring the spillovers into sophisticated products. Spillovers are often used to produce rather crude imitations (Macdissi and Negassi, 2002) , simple designs or to copy firm names but rarely to develop competitive products. In this vein, innovation activities in countries with low knowledge levels might be less risky for foreignowned firms' IP.
The macroeconomic view on spillovers emphasises the positive effects of international spillovers on the economic development of the receiving host country. Host countries benefit twofold from foreign R&D activities. Firstly, the direct benefits result from the learning from new products, materials, processes and the organisation, while indirect benefits stem from the imports of products and services of the foreign firms into the host country (Coe and Helpman, 1995) . The incoming knowledge spillovers contribute to the accumulation of the domestic R&D, which is evidently increasing national productivity (Griliches, 1988) . The relation of foreign innovation activities and host country productivity growth has also been shown by several scholars (Keller and Yeaple, 2003; Coe and Helpman, 1995) . R&D of foreign-owned firms does also stimulate the R&D expenditures in many host countries (Lonmo and Andersen, 2003; Costa and Filippov, 2008; UNCTAD, 2005) . Following this perspective, foreign-owned firms can benefit from technological developments that are initiated by international spillovers. The technological development of host countries goes hand in hand with the local market development for foreign-owned firms' products.
To reduce outgoing spillovers, firms invest into knowledge protection mechanisms by applying formal and strategic protection methods (Arbussa and Coenders, 2007) . These methods can vary in their efficiency for products and processes as well as across industries (Levin et al., 1987; Mansfield, 1986; Arundel, 2001) . While strategic methods such as secrecy enable firms to disclose firm knowledge to outsiders, patents have the unique property to be defendable in court. The extent of knowledge spillovers is not only moderated by corporate R&D appropriability measures but also by the effectiveness of legal IPR regimes (Belderbos et al., 2008) . For R&D activities in developing countries, the usage of formal protection methods can be ineffective since weak IPR systems restrict effective enforcement of the intellectual property rights. A mix of legal, operational and strategic activities (Yang and Jiang, 2007; Yang et al., 2008) or de-facto strategies which make use of cultural laws in host countries (Keupp et al., 2010) can be more effective against IP infringements. The following explorative study reveals some of these strategies implemented in German firms in China.
Explorative Study
For the explorative study, interviews with five German firms in China from different industries have been carried out as well as one interview with a legal advisor for intellectual property protection from a German public institution. For Germany, as an export-driven economy, China is a very attractive market which often urges firms to adapt their domestic products to Chinese tastes and standards. The adaption of products as well as the development of new products for the Chinese market or for global demand involves innovation and R&D activities. Most of the firms which have been interviewed expressed that they are having localised R&D activities in order to meet customer preferences, being able to react more quickly to local demands and become a 'total local firm' which operates all parts of its value chain at the foreign location. Table 3 .1 gives an overview of the organisations that participated in the study. (Schüller, 2006) . However, the surveyed firms expressed that they did not set up R&D facilities to meet public requirements but customer demand. Further insights from the interviews are presented in the following paragraphs.
Insights from Interviews
Corporate IP Protection Strategies emphasized the importance of patents for the appropriation of IP. For the other firms, the importance of formal strategies was not as high, case C even argued that patents had no additional value to copyrights and trademarks in China. They draw their attention to strategic IP protection methods. An effective way to avoid product piracy has been the import of product parts from the home country or other global centres which are essential to the product but not developed or produced in the host country. In this vein, case B started the initiative to define the 'crown jewels' of the firm and develop specific disclosure actions. Following the secrecy method, firms limit the number of people that know all about the product or developed a code system for their suppliers to hide the origins of the ingredients. Once the product is available on the market, firms do not rely on the product solely to win and keep customers. Similarly important is to offer distinct services and infrastructures which are harder to imitate by product pirates. Apart from products, manpower has a great potential for knowledge leakages. To prevent employees from taking firm knowledge from the present firm to direct competitors when leaving the company, firms use anti-compete contracts, extra compensations as well as social pressure to emphasize the employees' responsibilities towards its previous employer.
Firms' Experience with IP-infringements
Interview partners denied that their R&D activities in China increased the occurrence of IP infringements. Firm E, which has no R&D activities in China yet, would not expect a rise in IP infringements either if they would establish R&D activities in China. However, all firms (A-E) reported infringements of firm names and trademarks. Patent infringements have been experienced by case A and case B. Further, case B argues that the risk of infringement is most pronounced for their most prestigious and successful products. Firms A and C state that their infringements all stem from local rivals, not from international market players. Firm E, which reported few cases of firm name infringements, assumes that firm reputation is a driving factor for IP infringements and explains: "we are not famous enough to be copied".
Firm Reactions to IP Infringements
The legal 
Importance of IP Infringements and Financial Effects for Firms
Although most of the firms have experienced IP infringements, the respective firms judge that these cases are manageable and occur in a moderate extent (3 cases per month in firm C). Due to the limited number of cases, IP issues in China are of minor importance to the surveyed firms. Since the costs of legal cases are low, the overall monetary loss is low as well. Firm D, for example, has experienced product piracy for outdated machinery products from which they had received only little sales.
Research Questions
The conclusions that emerge from the interviews with German firms in China about their experience with IP infringements and local R&D activities are: all firms have experienced IP infringements, firms do not expect a rise of IP infringements due to their R&D activities in
China and the majority of the IP infringements concerns the usage of firm names and trademarks.
These interview results oppose in some parts the results from the literature introduced in section 2. The firms reported a manageable extent of IP infringements that cause relatively few costs. From the spillover literature or the liabilities of foreignness perspective, more costs and risks would have been expected to result from international R&D activities. However, one has to keep in mind that infringers from China might not have the technological potential to successfully copy technological inventions which reduces the amount and severity of infringements (low absorptive capabilities) from this particular country. Furthermore, firms which operate internationally are aware of their core competences and the differences in IP rights and their enforcements. They consequently develop and use strategies and methods to protect their products and technologies.
With these results from the explorative study which was carried in a country with weak intellectual property rights (Zhao, 2006; Park, 2008) , the following research questions are formulated:
RQ1: Do firms which have R&D activities in countries with weak intellectual property rights have a higher probability to be infringed by local competitors than firms which predominantly innovate in countries with strong IPR?

RQ2: Due to lower absorptive capabilities in developing countries: Are IP infringements mainly targeting firm names and designs in these countries?
Based on the theoretical assumption about the liabilities of foreignness and signalling effects, research question 3 is framed as:
RQ3: Are firms with international R&D activities more at risk to experience intellectual property infringements than firms that innovate only in their home country?
With respect to the signalling theory, research question 4 is put down as:
RQ4: Will firms with international R&D activities increase their risk to experience IP infringements from countries in which they do not have R&D units?
Empirical Study
The explorative study contributed to the understanding of how firms are affected and deal with IP infringements abroad. The aim of this part of the paper is to analyse the research questions based on a larger number of observations and thus lead to results which are representative and allow generalisations.
The intention of the empirical study is to find statistically significant evidence whether international R&D activities impose a higher risk for firms' intellectual properties. We observe firms with national R&D activities only and firms with international R&D activities and distinguish the type of IP infringement that these two groups of firms experienced. In a second empirical approach, we test whether the host country of a firm's R&D activities abroad itself is the origin of infringement or if firms with international innovation activities have experienced IP infringements from countries in which they do not innovate. The following sections introduce the data and the estimation methods used for the empirical analysis.
Data
For the empirical investigation of our research questions, we need firm-level information Table   5 .1 gives an overview of the employed single data samples and the sample size after merging the two survey waves. The survey questionnaires are sent out annually to 20,000 firms in Germany and inquire about innovation efforts, innovation success and other innovation related topics. A response rate of about 35% is achieved. The MIP targets firms with more than 5 employees in manufacturing and service sectors located in Germany. This data set is the German contribution to the Europe-wide Community Innovation Surveys (CIS). The MIP usually goes beyond the standard CIS and includes additional questions. The following paragraphs will further describe the survey information that is used to compute the estimation variables.
Dependent Variables
The aim of the paper is to analyse the factors that influence the probability that a firm's IP is being infringed by competitors from abroad. We focus on IP of firms from Germany. In the 2008 MIP survey, firms were asked whether they had experienced infringements of their IP in the years [2005] [2006] [2007] . The respondents had the opportunity to specify whether the kind of IP infringement targeted technological inventions, product or business model piracy or the usage of firm names or designs. For each kind of IP infringement, the respondents could declare whether the origin of the infringing firm resulted from national or foreign firms. The countries from which the infringements originated had to be specified in a free text field. Based on this information a total of five dependent variables have been defined. The definitions of the dependent variables are shown in Table 5 .2 below. 
2nd analysis
Infringements from host countries 1 if firm's innovation host countries are also the origin of IP infringements Infringements from no-host countries 1 if IP infringements stem from other than firm's innovation host countries
In order to answer all research questions two different analyses will be carried out. For the first empirical analysis, the kind of foreign IP infringement is of primary interest, therefore, three kinds of foreign IP infringement from abroad are distinguished as dependent variables: technology infringements, product or business model piracy and the usage of firm names or designs. The descriptive results illustrate that about 9% of the sample firms had foreign technological infringements while 7% experienced the piracy of products or business models from foreign infringers and about 8% of the firms reported that foreign firms used their firm name or designs. The specification for the first empirical analysis consists of three-equations (the estimation method section will elaborate further in this matter):
where X is the vector for the explanatory variables and Y the vector for the control variables.
For the second empirical analysis, it is tested whether the location of international innovation activities of the infringed firms are linked to the location of the infringing competitor. Two The second analysis comprises two equations which are specified as follows:
where X is also the vector for the explanatory variables and Y the vector for the control variables. The descriptive results show that among firms which have innovation activities abroad, about 3% experienced infringements from their innovation host countries and about 10% reported infringements from no-host countries. Table 9.1 and Table 9 .3 in the annex section display all descriptive results.
Explanatory Variables
The 2006 survey contains information to construct the explanatory variables employed in both empirical analyses. Table 5 Since some firms had specified more than one R&D location abroad, variables were created that express the relation of the number of weak and strong IPR countries in the total number of host countries where a firm conducts R&D abroad.
In the second analysis [2] , the aim is to analyse the influence of the host countries of Table 9 .3 in the annex section. 
Control Variables
For both empirical analyses, the same set of control variables is included. They include firm size, firm age, the share of graduated employees, export intensity and the firm location within
Germany. Furthermore, a variable is included that captures the importance of technology rivalry in the firm's business environment. Other control variables are the firms' ownership structure and industry variables. We distinguish five types of industries according to their level of R&D intensity and knowledge intensity following Legler and Frietsch (2007) .
Estimation Method
International R&D and Different Types of IP Infringements
For the first empirical analysis, firms were included in the sample that reported either domestic or international innovation activities and provided information on IP infringements (including firms that stated that none of their IP was subject to infringements from abroad).
The sample size amounts to 908 observations. Since the occurrence of infringements of different types of IP (technology, products, names and designs) can be correlated, a trivariate probit estimation was carried out. The correlation coefficients between the equations for the three dependent variables support this assumption, they are highly significant. 
International Innovation Activities and Infringements from Host Countries
To observe the influence of international innovation activities on the likelihood of IP infringements from firms' host countries and no-host countries, the sample has been restricted to firms with at least one innovation activity abroad. The observable innovation activities abroad hereby comprise R&D, design and production of innovations and the implementation of new process technology abroad.
For this second empirical analysis, country information of firms' innovation locations abroad have been matched with the country information of IP infringements by competitors from abroad. Each time a firm's innovation host country was identical with the country of the reported IP infringement the dependent dummy variable infringement from host country has been set 1 (otherwise: 0). The same approach has been done to compute the dependent variable infringement from no-host country. Hereby, this variable is 1 for each innovation host country that is not on the list of countries from which the firm reported IP infringements.
Firms naming more than one host country of innovation activities or more than one country from which their IP have been infringed were duplicated in the data set each time the different host countries and infringement origins matched. The number of duplications has been used as a frequency weight for a weighted probit estimation.
A previous test of correlation between the estimation equations for "infringements from host countries" and "infringements from no-host countries" resulted in non-significant correlation coefficients, therefore, the estimations for the dependent variables were performed separately.
For each of the two dependent variables, seven model variants with different perspectives on international R&D activities were estimated. Model (1) (3) to (6) include interaction terms between international R&D activities and other international innovation activities to observe likely complementary effects of e.g. innovation production activities and R&D activities on the probability to receive IP infringements from the host country. Model (7) adds country dummies of international R&D and innovation activities.
Results
International R&D and Different Types of IP Infringements
In the theory section, it has been anticipated that international R&D activities will lead to an increased risk of IP infringements in comparison to firms conducting R&D only in their home country (in our sample: Germany). The estimation results in Table 6 .1 show that this is the case for infringements that target technological inventions of the firm. This finding partly answers research question 3 in which we were questioning the influence of foreign R&D activities on the occurrence of IP infringements in comparison with firms that conduct R&D only in their home country. Most importantly, international R&D activities foster infringements of technological knowledge which is critical for firms' competence. The test of statistical equivalence between the marginal effects of only domestic and also foreign R&D activities is statistically significant. However, this weak significant effect is the only significant influence of international R&D activities on IP infringements. (1) , (2) , (3) equ. 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 ***
Technology Infringement Product Piracy Firm name/design usage
Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
International Innovation Activities and Infringements from Host Countries
The aim of a second analysis was to estimate the risk of infringement by competitors from the host countries of firms' innovation activities abroad. Table 6 .2 presents the marginal effects of the probit estimations. The corresponding tests between the effects for statistical equality are presented separately in Table 9 .4 in the annex section.
The results of the base model show that firms with international R&D activities have no significant effects on infringements from their R&D host countries. The addition of further innovation related activities leads to strong positive results for the production of innovations abroad. In model (3), the interaction of international R&D and the design of new products abroad lead to weak significant effects. However, the tests of statistical equivalence between the effects from this interaction term and the effect from domestic R&D activities are significant and therefore differ from each other. Firms which have R&D, innovation production and design capacities abroad show mild positive significant effects and also differ significantly from the effects for domestic R&D activities. The combination of R&D and innovation production facilities abroad leads to a higher probability of IP infringements from host countries. Firms with innovation design and innovation production activities abroad have a weaker but positive significant effect. Overall, the results lead to the impression that the more innovation processes the firms has located overseas, the more they experience infringements of their intellectual assets from host country competitors.
The last model incorporates tests how innovation activities in various countries and regions contribute to the occurrence of IP infringements from these host countries. Hereby, innovation activities in China and North America significantly increase the probability of IP infringements by competitors from these locations. The effects of innovation activities in China or North America are significant but do not vary statistically from the effects of domestic R&D activities.
Export intensity has a low significant or even no effect in this empirical analysis. This indicates that IP infringements from countries in which the firm operates innovation activities are fostered particularly by these operations. The results for the influence of technology driven business environments are also not robust across the different models variants. Firms with headquarters in Germany show a significant negative probability to experience IP infringements from their innovation host countries. Knowledge intensive and other manufacturing sectors are also significantly less likely to be infringed from innovation host countries than firms in the service sectors. 
International Innovation Activities and Infringements from No-Host Countries
When comparing the results from the analysis of IP infringements from innovation host countries with the results of IP infringements from countries in which the firm has no innovation some differences are obvious. The empirical results in Table 6 .3 show that international R&D activities have a weak significant effect in model variant (2) . This finding answers the last research question in which we were asking if signalling effects are created by corporate R&D activities abroad and lead to infringements from no-host countries.
In models (3) and (4), further significant marginal effects are retrieved for the interaction effects from international R&D and the design of new products abroad as well as from firms that have R&D, the design and production of new products located abroad. Table 9 .4 shows that these two interaction terms vary both statistically from the effects for domestic R&D activities. In addition to the results for the innovation host country IP infringements, the results from model (7) indicate that firms which innovate in China, North America or India are significantly more at risk to be infringed from others but these innovation host countries than firms that innovate in the rest of the world. Contrary to the results of the analysis about innovation host country infringements, innovation activities and in specific the production of innovative goods abroad do not have similarly strong significant effects as for the innovation host country infringements.
The estimation results show that export intensity plays a major role as a driver for infringements from countries in which the infringed firms did not have innovation activities.
The marginal effects for export intensity are robust across all estimation models. The signalling assumption can serve here as a possible explanation. Firms ease the way for competitors to learn about their products by exporting even if the firm itself is not innovation active in the country where the infringing party stems from.
Firms whose business environment is characterised by technological product competition are more at risk to receive IP infringements from no-host countries. These results are more robust than for host country infringements. Firms which are headquartered in the eastern part of Germany are significantly less at risk to be infringed from innovation no-host countries. The results from the industry sectors are somewhat less robust. Firms in the knowledge intensive manufacturing sector seem to have a lower probability to lose intellectual properties to firms from countries where they have no firm internal innovation activities. 
Conclusions
This paper investigated the relationship between international innovation activities and their propensity to provoke intellectual property infringements from foreign firms. The literature offers a stream of research studies about how R&D creates international spillovers and that the foreign business environment inhibits extraordinary risks which lead to higher costs due to foreign-owned firms' foreignness.
In an explorative study in China we found that firms are experiencing IP infringements but that these cases are manageable. The results from two empirical analyses have shown that international R&D activities of firms have only weak significant effects and only for technology infringements. Of course, technological knowledge is most important in many sectors but can also not be avoided by carefully choosing the host innovation countries. Weak intellectual property regimes significantly ease the way to all kinds of IP infringements while strong IPR countries are territories for technology infringements. But even firms which have only national innovation activities are significantly more at risk to experience foreign product piracy. China, Russia and India are worldwide the main sources of counterfeit and pirated products (OECD, 2008) . And also in our empirical analysis, the foreign-owned R&D activities in China lead to firm name infringements while innovation activities in China but also in North America lead to infringements from these host countries.
A larger scope of international R&D and other innovation related activities abroad has significantly stronger effects on IP infringements from innovation host countries than single innovation activities. Following the results, one conclusion that can be drawn is that firms which only have R&D centres abroad to develop new technologies and products are less at risk to be infringed than firm that embody their innovative knowledge in products abroad.
About 10% of the firms with international innovation activities in our data set experienced IP infringements from countries in which they have localised innovation activities. The results of this paper explain this occasion with the strong effects of firms' export intensity.
The paper has some limitations. An interesting aspect within this research framework would have been to analyse different types of IP infringements from certain countries and how they are influenced by R&D and innovation activities in these countries. However, due to data constraints, it is not possible to split the data set by two dimensions, location and type of IP infringement. Another limitation is that some firms reported international R&D and innovation activities but did not specify the foreign locations. Consequently, the direct match between foreign innovation locations and the origin of IP infringements is often not possible and leads to smaller numbers of dependent variables for the second analysis. The survey information does not allow to draw conclusions about the type of R&D, in the sense of knowledge augmenting or knowledge exploiting (Kuemmerle, 1997) activities that have been carried out in the foreign R&D departments. 
Annex
